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A Preliminary Study of Nonverbal

Cues and Relational Termination

. .
.
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A number of communication ¥cholars concerned with theory

»

building in the area of interpersonal communlcatlon have

"

recently espoused a developmental Todel emphas121ng communi-
catlon—relevanﬂ%tonstructs and generating hypothesis whlch
. 1nvoke communlcatlon behav1ors (Berger and Calaﬂrese, 1975 .
S Miller, 1978 Bochner, 1977, 1278, 1979; Wilmot, 1980). From
‘ a developmental perspective, it has been argued, the complex

and diverse processes characterizing interpersonal reiationr
ships may be more precisely identified, explalned, and predlcted

»

Unified under the general rubric of relatlonal communlcatlon,
L~ - it

an initial series of primarily theoretical ,probes.has fostered

[4

a steadlly 1ncreas1ng body of empjrical 11terature exploring K :
vaxious aépects of interpersonal relatlonshlps. The majqrity ﬂ
of these studles, reviewed and critiqued ektensively elsewhere
. (Miller, 1978; Bochner,_l978,fl979r have been concerned with -
‘fhe initial phases of relationships and strategies of influence ,'
. and controi. Issugs relevant to the mainfenance, growth and/’ ,
or decay of relationships have been largel§ uneinlofed

< L]

‘.“ The absence ozran emplrlcal llterature on relatlonal

.

A

' terminatlon is com ounded ‘by - an exceedlngly sparse offerlng




of conceptual formulations. Indeed, a casual survey of.
interpefsonal communication textbooks might invite' the

improbable inference that relationships simply do not -come

unraveled, - Reldtional termination is, in most instances, an

implied outcome of conflicts that participants-in a felation—

‘ship are unable ot uhwilling to resolve. K ks
S .

v

Given the pawucity of empirital and conceptual likerature

“ . A

on the nature of relationaL terminations generally, it is not.
P
surprising that the role attrlbuted nonverbal communication
» A
behaviors 1n that process remalnsia matter composed of equal

parts intuition and informed opinion. There exists an apparent

consensus that in relational communlcatlon, nonverbal cqes act
/

as metamessages. ‘That is, nonverbal me#sages are used to

elaborate, qualify, éQntradict, or complement verbal or other
© s o

nonverbal messages. Nonverbal cues are similarly considered
significant melational define;s, or means by which participants

“ - 3 . .-.‘. ...’Al
in a relationship communicate-their féelings~about themselves,
the relationship'itselﬁ, their partner, or their ‘partners’

Y . . - .
messages (Villard and Whipple, 1976; Burgoon and Saine, 1978;

Knapp, 1978). Regrettably, the consenéué among scholars on

N

. - ~ ": -\ . - -’ . 1] .. )
the importance of nonverbal cemmunication behaviors in the .

N, N . ] . , )
evloﬁtion'of relatﬁbn§hips has done little to stimulate -

? N
1nvestlgatlons Wthh would élarlfy our understandlng of how

1nd1v1duaf% use these messages to chart -their relatlénshlps

: 2 K N~ -
. “
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or which messages are most salient in dghe terminal phases of

— -~

‘a relationship.

A}
»

Tw factors whigch contribute enerously to the dilemma
p Ve g &

-

described above revolve around matters at once conceptual- and
empirical. To begin with, the aforqmentloné& paucity of
‘models,forlrelatiOAal termination is problematic. The,absence
of models from which research hypotheses might be derived is

a cehsiderable impediment. Moreover, the few moae%s'that do

- | 4
' . N 4
exist are substantially more amenable to .analyses of the

verbal dynamics of rel?tionships. Gonsider, for example,.the
five-phase model:propésed by Knapp g}978) and subsequently .
adopted by other (e.g., Scott and Powers, 1978). Knapp posits
that individuals progress through five distinct stages waeﬁ‘
disengaéing: ;difierea;iating, circumscribing, stagnating,.

% avoiding, and terminating. While examples of nonverbal be-
hav1ors assoc1ated with some of these stages (ei?., av01d3ng

has obvious nonverbal 1mp11catlons) might be -generated, the

imp}lcatlons ‘for soken cues are more apparent and probably

more applicable as well. i T . e

40n a more empirical level, Ehefprobiems entailed in
observing and;recording nonverbal behaviors remain daunting.
The costs associated with such reseafch are gi’kn prohlbltlveiy

high, and lacklng establlshed protocols for the study of on-

gdfng relatiofships, are potentlally risky undertak%ngs. Taken

together, these conceptual and empirical issues have sharply

vy
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limited the\nufmmber and:tybes‘of generalizations that maf‘be !

drawn concerning the nonverbal aspects of relationship endlngs.

The “area is one to whlch Bochner's statement "What we need
]

most 'is the direct evidence produced by substantive research"

(Bochner, '19%8,p.189) applies. 'The current analysis is a

-

[}

breliminany step toward that end. :

. A . - M
a Nonverbal Messages and Relatjonal Deterioration

J

.

Available literature revealed twofresearch tr%%itions
[}

relevan%‘to the pi?sent inquiry:, 1nvest¢gat1ons of the non-

verbal’behav1ors whlch define docial situations, and cllnlcal

¥

studles of dlstressed marrlages. Findings from each line of

research y;elded insights into how nonverbal cues functlon

- £

3
as metameSsages.“'
An abundant literature in nonverbal communication has *

" been addressed to relational messages on such dimensions as

-

Ao, 4 . S : . . : . .
liking and affection, control, inclusion, and confirmation.
. § . !

' o

<
,Mehrabian and his associates (1972) have identified dimensions
intluding affiliation, inqratiaticn, responsiveness, intimacy,\

distress, and reiaxation Wish's analysis of twenty soc1al

- i

,:.srﬁuatlons (1979) revealed dimensions labeled cooperatlveness,

P

formallty, 1ntens1ty, task orlentatlon, and dominance. To

ﬁhese compllatlons, Burgoon (1980) recommends the addltlon‘of

»character and homophlly, dimensions drawn from the source

~ hd ¢+
- s r Lt
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credibility literature.

v ‘ Studies of particular value to onr current interest in
relational termination are- thosé which have focused generally

. on what Burgoon (1980) fcharacterized as "positive, regard
messages". Behaviors which signal warmth liking, attraction,
and/or intimacy between individuals should.be among those
which define successful relationships. Tt seems reasonable )‘
to infer ‘that the absence or progressive disappearance of
such. c%;s from dyadic interactions would indicate that the
affective quality of the relat%onship was declining. Although
none of the studies associat®&d w1th thlS line of research

have examined relational terminations directly, the findings

have identified which nonverbal cues communicate relational

[ 4

messages .
= . - —

Ixspection of the nonverbal communication literature
k suggested that .2 number of kinesic, proxemic and vocalic cues

were associated with attributions of positive reggrd. These. |

“ . )
,

included frequent gmiling and positive affect di¥splays (Clore,

Wiggins, and Itkin, }975; Scheflen, 1965; Givens, 1980), high .
‘ levels of eye contact (Rubin, 1970, Kleinke, et aLr\ﬂ/;B

Kleck and Rubenstein-\q975 Gi\ens, 19861, frequent forward ,

leans, (Reese and Whitman, l962 Kleinke, l975), open and S

w
b1

relaxed body pos1tions (Mihrabian, 19i§‘ kleinke, 1975) . x;
head nodding (Rosenfeld, "1966; Clore, Wiggins.and Itkih,\1975), '
sitting, standing'or walking cloggr (Mehrabian,fl%??;fgatterson,

1976), and warm vocal tones (Clore' et al, 1975, Weitwm, 1972).

P,
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giveing a cold: stare, sneering, yawning, frowning, moving .

’ 6
o~ : . ,
‘ o
The potential impact of the cues summatrized above upon -

interpersonal jndgments was brought into a)somewhat sharper”

R 4

 focus in a study reported by Clore, Wiggins and Itkin (1975).

These researchers gave male and female subjects a lis% of

. ) , y] \
over lgg/different nonverbal behaviors that described n?n—

rverbal liking and disliking, as expressed by a woman toward
{ }

a man. Subjects were asked to identify the behaviors that .,
I

wowld be interpreted as particularly negative and also the,

béhaviors that would be perceived'as especially positives 1In

orderwof iPtensity, the warm behaviors identified included

T
direct gaze, touching, mov1ng closer jfrequent smiling,

-

-

pos1tive faCial displays, direct body orientation, and head - ]

nodding. Cold behaViors, again in order of intens1ty, included

away, shaking the head negatively, and looking away.
[
Based upon these descriptions, the researchers constucted
Videotaped interactions in which an actressigppicted either -

totally warm or totally cold cues throughout, or a warm to

‘cold/cold to warm combinatiion. Interestingly enough, the

- subjects whowviewed the tapes found the depiction in which

the actress shifted from warm cues*éo cold cues less a active

than all others, (ifftl ing the tota&}y negative, "cold" portrayal.

Two intriguing possibirities emerged from this study. First, the

subjects selections of positive and, ynegative cues tended to

Ca

)
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cluster around the sapme behav1ors,.suggest1ng that relational

definition .mnay Be ac 'pmpllshed by a fairly narrow range of . ,
I} {

" 4 ?"L

cues. Secondly the frndlng that an evqutlon from p051trve

-
AN

cues to negative Fues by the actress ylelded the mostzextreme

negatlve responses fnqm subjects might parallel the responses

individuals experlencq toward ore another as their relation-
ships approach termlnatlon. o '

Direct 1nformatldn on the ways in which nonverbal cues
operate in relational Frlses has been reported in the clinical
studies comparing dlstressed and.nondlstressed marrlages.‘

Early reseagch in thisiarea~hadgpositéd that global ratings

of marital satisfaction were relatéd to the relative frequencies

of inétréhental behaviors (those necessary for the survival

of theedyad as a'sociai and economic unit), ahd affectional

behaviore (those, used to‘convefﬁcarmth, attraction,‘approval

or affection). Differences between distressed and nondistressed
' J

couples were found primarily in the affectlonal area(Kotlar, 1962;

Levinger, 1964) Since affectional displays were heav1ly

weighted with nonverbal behaviors (e. d spouse touched me .

pleasantl&, etc ), research 1neV1tably tu}ned toward more

polnted 1nvestlgatlons of the positive and.negative dimensions

.0f spouse behaviors.

In & study of seven nondistressed couples, Wills, .Wiess, -

and gatterson (1974) asked each couple. to complete a behavioral
N ,

checklist on their spouses'’ behayiors daily far two weeks as

a]
§ - /
@

»




a measure of pleasant/unpleasant 1nstrumen alsbehav1ors.

| .

Spousal pleasant/ unpleasant affectlonal be v1ors were ) -

recorded'by event recorders the subject carrier during the- - ;

times both spouses were home together. Results indicated '

e -

that while pleasurable behav1ors outnumberlh displeasurable

behav1ors substantially, the latter had a gieatervlnfluence

on partners perceptlona of marital sat}sfiftlon on a day-to-

day basis: Moreovet, couples demenstrated a tendency'to '-}
reciprocate‘dispieasurable'behaviors more readily than was A
the case with pleaéurahle'behaViors. Finally a significant ‘ : 12

sex difference emerged in terhs of preferred spouse behavior,
A N ' . Ead

with husbands emphasizing pleasurable instrumental behaviors

-

and" wives emphasizing pleasurable affectional béhaviors.
‘A series of studies undertaken by the Gottman~group,
A\
\\ q

(Gottman, 1979; Gottman, Markman,’and/Notarlus\ 1977, Goftman,

1980) explored the nonverbal elements of marital communication ‘
in considerably greater detail, using Videotaped records of

!

dietressed and nondistressed couples as thelfrinciple unit of

analysis. The findings from these studles v1v1dly 1llustrated

~ i
4 . 7

dltferencé; in nonverbal dlsplays between distressed and non- .

~

distressed couples.,

.

) Specifically, Gottman; Maiknan, and Notarius, (1977) video-

~ - s
ta;ed fourteen distressed and fou}teen\nondistressed coupies
who had been asked(t:sdiscusss‘a pfevioqsly identified narital -
quhieman; come to a mutnal;& agfeeable resplutibn]"before T ’




‘the camera". Elements coded for each dy 'd incl&ded corntent

- -~
. - 4

(verbatim verbal account), affect (nonverbal d1spLay by the -

¢

speakers) and context, (nonverbal dlsplays by the 11steners) "

The proflle for d1stressed couples was d1st1ngulshed by five

;characterlstlcs: agreement with neutral affectf éxpress1ng ) %
. ~ ’ . . .

feelings about a problen‘with negative affect; mihdreading. T
with negative affecF;iggreementpaIth negatrue affects ahd ’ - :

. disagreementlwith’negative affect. For obvious reas0ns, tHe
researchers concluded that nonverbal behav1ors wére better

iples than

discriminators of d1stresse' and nondxstressed co

] , ~ 3
ey : 3

verbal behaviors,

N N

?-'a/ In a similar veln, Jacobson, Waldrom and Mooie (1980),
Jacobsbn,41980) and Vlncent Friedman, Nugent and Messerly

(X973) reported data support1ng the 1nference that nonvenﬁgﬂ

behaéiors, particularly those whlch functioned \as metamessages

o« !

to verbal 1nteractlons, were powerful indicators of relational

deterioration. Argulng for across satuataonal conslstency of L

P

-

the observed n0nverbal behaviors exhibited by spouses;, Gottman

»

stated: _ . “5 0
‘ f-t' o The most useful d1men51on of nonverHal . J ’
-, e behavior in describing relationsghip |férmation, . e
...and its continuing functlonlng 1é ' .
A . pos1t1ve/negat1ve affect dimension«| .
2 - . - .. (Goktman, 1980;p.712)

-~

A final study of nerywed couples reported by Beier andﬁ

Sternberg (1977) 1nd1bated that eertain nonverbal ‘cues dLsplayed

couples' level of accord ,or d1scord dur1ng a twenty minute .
- % . -~ . \' 5

.

. , - i : .
2] N . - ( $ AN ' {\ L (
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interview. Flfty oné couples were divided into four groups ce s
“ . based upon thelr level of agreement/dlsagreement on a paper

and penc1l test of maratal agreement ‘ Couples ‘who experlenced
the lowest levels of dlsagreement sat closer together, looked

v at one angther more often amd. for longer tlme periods, touched

l

one another more, and held their legs in more open pos1tlons
. . \ -than couples who reported the Most dlsagreement ;
\ When comblned with the more cllnlcally orlented studles,
1 - e

Beler and Sternberg s (1977) data suggested thatehonverbal .

S

behav1ors may 1ndeed index the quality of marital relationships. -

P 11

'~There were, however, four broad issues wh1ch chardcterﬁzed .t -

i .
thls l‘Eérature and limited the appllcablllty of obtalned Y

f

fipdings.- An obv1ous problem,;tems from the demand characteristf&s

infroduced by the s1tuatlons and, measures used in.these studles.
» L od

A degree of artifact, was 1nev1tably 1ntroduced in those sfudies
which: llterally trained couples to identify instrumental and’

e o4 s < v
affectio al behaviors for the purpose of majntainding daily logs.

Subject rpactlvity was unav01dable and the effects undetectable&

[y

Slmllarly, the ecologlcal validity was suspect 1n a number ' .

of tye studles« Tﬂg liklihood that many couples spend a portion
- g Fhd -
- of their day to- dafﬁlnteractlons taklng turns creatlng stories
v ’ .
!llnklng TAT plctures, a sgntence at a tlme seemed remote. Also, )

; /

Lo relatlvely few couples seemed llkely to remaln unaffected by

the presei?e of video equipment and technicians,. iEThe descriptive'

— \ PR -

-




_certalnly affected by the enylronmental coﬁdltions of the

. : . LN
message was positive, negative or neutral. Any ptocedures

accuracy of the behav1ors spouses exhlplted may have been-

as hlgh as Gottman (l98Q) contended but 1t was almost

’

~ . " ~ ,
data collectlon. . ] ' 4

A more troublesome 11ab11aty of the cllnlcal studles so

far gﬁ the present study is concerned evolved from the codlng -

'_\1

procedures for ' nonverbal behav1ors Procedures y1elded quite

respectable 1nter rater reliabilities, but the categorles uged

were not particularly well operationalized. Anyone familiar
* ! e I)

with the litérature on affect recd@nltlon in vocal cues mlght

blanch at descrlptors such as "bouyant" or "bubbly", which_ . ' \K :

"the coders were to evaluate in the ‘spouses vocal behav1or

Coders were 1niirqcted to scan behaviors h1erarch1cally, after " .

Mehrablan s (1972) procedure, from face fo voice, to bodlly

~_

cues to determine whether the affect accompanying a spoken .

e

employed to avoid or .offset irnteractive effects of physical

appearance, dress:’or other potentlal confounds were unreported

as were the tralnlng ‘procedures for coders.

A final andﬁfgmlllar complalntlodged agalnst the clinical .
llterature conterned the small sample sizes reported in most ‘
of the—stud;es.' The d1vers1ty of relatlonal styles poss1ble o
among couples made the generality of"' reported flndlngs somewhat
suspect. In this regard, it should be n?ted th the comparablllty

N j
. .

» . "
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.- of results obtained acxoss a series of populations afforded
' «
a mgdicum of, confidénce.\ Combined with the metamessage studies

(% ol 1 .

from the nonverbal liﬂgfature, the clinical studies indicated

that the relationsh}p hetween‘honverbal cues and relational

~

terminations was worthy of closer scrutiny.

’

Based upon these llteratures, the following 1ssues framed _J/"
our 1nvestlgatlon. Parks (1977), among others, has noted
A that most studies of relational commuhlcatlon have been\a
verbal analyses oé’marltal and famlly groyps. He argued
persuas1velyifor an extenslon of research 1nto ‘differént
Ncontexts (e. g employer/¢mployee, datlng relatlonshlps, etc.)
and for exa@ination oﬁdﬁvabrbal behaviors._'Special attention
to the frequency aﬂd patterhing.of behaviors,has been widely
:recommended,.ratgx% than recording the mere pceurence of Q
’varieds cues. Gottman (1986) also has stressed the need for *

purely,descriptive research probes whicnfidentify and isolate
y /

~

rather than coalesce and obscure relevant phenomena. To

address these needs, this prelim¥nary analys1s of the nonverbal ,3'
z:j~,~agects of developlng and de rloratlng datlng relatlonshlps
3

a—— . .
among college students was undertaken. Our interest at this

stage was expfessed in the research question: what  nonverbal
/’

.behaviors do college’ students consider most important in

-

" defining successful and deteriorating dating relationships?

5




Method

[} )

Subjects ,////f" . - ' '

Participants in‘this study were 200 students, “one hundred

.

male and one huﬁdred~fem91e, at the Universitf of Missouri.
. -
The average age,was 19.8 (range=18-23) . All students were
single and reported.having had at least one "commited" dating
-3 . S .

. . o,/ . .
relationship. Commitment as used here was defined as- a

&

mutual agreement of individuals to date only one another, -

lasting at least.three months. (Note: the definition for a '
’ . LY .
commited relationship was generated by a pilot population{. . : ~
Responagﬁts reported an average of 2.4 relationsﬁips in their v

experience. . 7 . ] ~ A

. .
» ~

. Measurément I _

In order to obtain useful data from a college populetien, : ff

it was necessary to first determine the dimensions the group

4 T

viewed as salient. To this end, pPilot research was conducted

- -

- to obtain from 40 students, twenty females andg, twenty males,

an extensive list K

the nonverbal behav1ors they recalled

from thelr -Own successful dating relatlonshlps.
)

b
Their

‘responses were used to construct the measure aised in the ~ '

* study.
had to be listed by 60% of the pilot population.
criterion was reasonably stringent, there was a

high degree of agreement ameng the.respohdents'

)

el

"For inclusion on the chécklist, a specific behavior

While this
remarkably

listings.




‘ S Tlckllng

Onelpossible-drawbaqk‘to the self-report technique used e

Y

-

‘in this pie}kminary project¥#s that respondents’ abilities

. oo P,
to recall accurately might be suspect, or tinged by stereotypic

notions about what "ought to be" characteristic nonverbal be-

Ed

‘haviors in relationships. The only reasonable alternative,

1

however, seemgd 1nfea31ble. The method of choice, direct

: -

‘observatlon, would not only hav//geen prohlbltlvely dlfflcult

and expen31ve, but would also introduce reactivity problems.
The Clore, et al (1975) option of providing respondents

£
with a researg?er-qreated list of behav1ors sgemed undesirable

o : . = :
as well, as it was a less direct measure of respondents' own
. ,

perceptions arld could conceivably have omitted pehaviors‘that

7 -

the population of interest deemed salient. b
- Using the-60% criterion, the nonverbal checklist used
ih this gtﬁdy was composed of the following twelve cues=z

Whispering *

Nibbling

Shiling

Holding Hands

Gazing into, each others eyes

Hugging

Laughing

Lovemaklﬁg

) Wlnklng

' Arm in Arm . ' . '
Slng

s
*Whllé we Trecognized that whlsperlng was in the strlctest sense
é verbal act1v1ty, it was used so. often as a descriptor that we

elected to 1nclude it, as a measure of vocal activity.

70 .

AU ,




- Procedure - ‘ L.

. Dath wéfe“qplleéied in the fol%owing way . Checklists

¢ . *

with acconpanying‘instructions were "distributed -to students -
living in orfgmen's and one women's .residence hall at the v

Unlverslty of. Mlssourl—Columbla. Respondents cogyféted the

ranklng task anonymously, reportlng enly their age, sex, T

maritdl status,h and ‘the number'of "commited" relationships

tﬂgy\hgd eXperiencedl Comgleted checklists were "deposited

ce e~

in the méilreoms of each residence hall.

All respondenté weré instructed to compleie the‘Lhecﬁlist
in'the éollowing way. The&‘were asked to rank, in terms of )
tng freéuency of occunence @of the behavior,'the.gize mos£ o -
iméortane cues in either a euccessful,or aifefnatively, ?;

»

-

deteriérating relationship. ’pur rati®hale .for emphasizing

’

o the freguency of occurence was simple. We reasoned that one
important measure of a cug's salience was the frequency of ¥ ,

., use. By asking respondents to rank order the cues in this

- ¥

way; we hoped to obtain a more descriptively ricn profile

/
of relationships among the target populatitn. * .
L ‘ e 1 .
. In either dormitory 110 residents received a copy of
] .y [} .
the, checklist. 55 were ask#d to identify the behaviors, in -

rank order of frequency, associated with successful relation- .
: 1

ships. The rehaining.SS received -the same checklist, but

were requested to identify the behaviors that would indicate
[} ! 4 4 N
the reldtionship was about to end. Again, the rankings .

t + \

-
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were tbe done by frequéncy, but in this instance, the-
subjects indicated the five cues which_would disappear -

from the relationship first. .
" J ’ .

’ E Results

N

Return rates for-both male and femal'rgsidence halls

- .

averaged above 97%. <Tomparisons were made on fifty.randomly
Selected checklists from each of the four groups: .female,
hd A ]

\

successful relationships; female, deteriorating relationships;

male, successful relationships; and male, deteriorating .
- 3

. N N~
.
.

relationships.

- Results of the rankings fom-sucgessful xflationshipé

-~
»

"are presented in Table 1. Only those cues which were ranked

Ly

in the top five a minimum of twenty-five times are depicted.

. )
\ . *

bl

‘'In general, these data indicated that there are more similarities
than differences between the sexes in their perceptions of
which cues eccur most frequently in their 'dating relationships.

Both sexes' documented ‘the significance'of touch as a salient
d /

. ingrediént in their dnteractions, although the specificugactile

- [ ] 4 .
cues identified were somewhat Wifferent. Similarly, males

and females alike described 'in their rankings.the importance

a
A

—

>




’
[

' - 17
of‘positive affect digplays in successful relat'onships, as .
smifing,lgazing and laughing all emerged as frequently used !
cues. ' . ‘ , ‘ E‘ . ‘ -
« Table 2 presents the results of the rankings provided
for deteriorating relationships. Here some intriguing
differences emerged in the perceptions{of¢thq'sexes"‘
concerning which behaviors disappeared frcm Jhe relationships

first. It would aggear that for males, expreSSions of

affect disappear before dispIays of affection. Females, by

-

contrast,_reported that an affectionate Cue,. kissing, wa’ L
the first behaVidr to occur less frequently in a dissolv ng-

\____/‘ ’

[relationship Finally, it should b noted that the nonverbal
cues regpondents identified as mostjg%

equent in successful

. reiationships were closeky,paralleled by the rankings prOVided

on cues that would disappear first from a*deterioggting
i ' = _ -
relationship. BN L R

s

Discussion and'Implications
‘ .
- i .
The present study was a preliminary\probe into the nature
~of nonverbal cues in defining developing and deteriorating

dating relationships. As such, the»focus was excluSively

[

on descriptlon, and in-the absence of an & pirical literature

,

Y
il
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‘against which obtained results could be measured, 4ny and
. 7 N N , //’ 1
all inferences musﬁ necessarily be_couuched in high tentative
*"language. This admonition notwithstanding, "’ the following - .,

-~ '
observatlons seemed warranted.

A R 2 ’ . ' - *
w ¥, The results of the current anal)‘s ‘were generally

consistent with previous llterature in non%erbal communrcatlon.

The cues respondehts fanked as most charaéterlstlc of their - .
A

- relatlonshlps were those which a wide variety of studles'th ‘Y
spec1f1c to dating relatronshlps sudéested were relevant ¥

Of even greater s1gn1f1cance, however, was the correspondence

\

between the reports of subjects in this study and thé obser- .

4

vatlonal data obtained fn the drstressed couples llterature.

-

.In the latter case, the power of negatlve,nonverbal affect
q P \ i . N . ¢ *

2N - * 4
.as a dlscrlmlnator between distressed and nondistressed

couples was a major flndlng (Gottman,.l979 Beiet and ‘Sternberg,

'
. 1977) . That tendency. seemed apparent in our respondents' ,

P o

descrlptlons of their experlences in deterloratlng relatlonshlps,
Y . -~ 5

parthularIy w%ih\regard to decreases in eye ‘contact, smlllng,

and laughter.‘ We" suspect that this partlcular confnguratlon

of affective cues may operate as -a general 1ndex of the

. Y A

. quallty of male/female relatlonshlps. *As such, thelr disappeargnce
. {
ma% functlon as subtle, yet pervas1ve signals of relational

ded&y Further probes, preferably behavioral observations,

will be required to determine whether this is ‘the case for

t

s -




dating relatlonshlps to the degree that appears to be the .

© case in marital relatlonshlps. ::?» '
. N » ,

Although our data revealed some modest sex dlfferences,
partlcularly in the sequenc1ng of cues forﬁdeterloratlng
refgtzonships, the impulse toward over—interpretation muste
be resisted. 1In a sample of this size, uding an instrpment
generated exclusively from peer perceptions, the discrepancie%
that emerged in males' and females' ranklngs did not geem

unduly remarkable. Further studies u31ng'alternative strategies

. - . <

’

and measures are’indicated.beiore any statements regaxding

‘the relative perception or perceptiveness of either sex 3
5 - : )
in charting the evolution.ofirelationspips can be made.

13

Whn

Comparatlvely llttle is known about the ways in which

individuals termlnate,thelr relatlo\Shlps. The,cgrrent study %

suggested that nonverbal cueg' may be 1mportant elements in

that process.' To be’ sure, the recurrent ‘cry for future ]

L

research aimed toward clarlflcatlon and greater specification -

’

is echoed here.‘ In view of the commonly held belief that
're%atlonal messages are quite frequently nonverbal, a
-sustilned effort could enrich our understandlng of 1nterpersonal

‘communication 1mmeasurably. ) .

.f\'
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) . TABLE-1 " -
. RANKINGS OF NONVERBAL CUES IN SUCCESSFUL RELATIONSHIPS
. ’ oA
. , Females (n=50) Male< &(n=50)
&
Behaviors - 17 Kissing (46)* ° 1. Kissing (43) *
P R . , v . . .
2. Smiling (38) 2~ Lovemaking (35)
V4 - \ . ‘ .
3. Hugging (34) 3. ~Hygging (34)
4. Holding Hands (33) 4. TLaughing ~ ¢33§
: 5.. Gazing  (29) 5. Smiling  (32)
6. Laughing (26) 6. 'Gazing (27)
N

* . :
\\ Numbers presented in parentheses- refer to the. number of

behaviors.

Ay

times a behavior was ranked as the five most frequent
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- T TABLE 2 ) ' ' _ .
- R—— NONVERBAL CUES IN DETERIORATING RELATIONSHIPS
) f . . , ‘
Females (n=50) S Male's (n=50)
’ . * - \ *
- - : ‘ - 1. ZKissing (40) 1. Laughing (38)/
Behaviors 2.. Laughing (35) . %. Gazing .- (29) ﬁ,
3. Gazing +(32) , 3. Holding Hands (28)
< 4. Smiling (32) -. 4.* Kissing ' '(27)
e 5. Hugging (27) 5. Lovemaking (36)
| - e . & . .
. 6. Lovemaking 425) '~ 6. Smiling _(25)

* * 3 ' »
Numbers presented in parentheses refer to the number of«
of times a behavior appeared in the top five rapks.
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